good. Precepts such as those mandating sexual fidelity, requiring commitment to the raising of children, and enforcing a scrupulous commemoration of birthdays and anniversaries are fundamental to marriage. Marriage would not be fully marriage without obligation. Marriage comes into its own as man and wife embrace obligation to one another. Marriage seeks obligation, fosters it, and even rejoices in it. Marriage involves obligation just as fundamentally as it involves respect, mutual knowledge, and love. It is the purpose of this article to explain and defend this thesis (and to shed some light on related subjects such as the cultural deterioration of close affiliation).
This article approaches the matter from the point of view of secular philosophy, with special attention to Aristotle. It does not proceed on the basis of the extensive Catholic moral theology of marriage (brilliantly expounded by Professor Germain Grisez in his book Living a Christian Life). 3 Odysseus' fidelity to Penelope illustrates several points, as does her loyalty to him. The Odyssey is the great epic of marital loyalty and is referred to from time to time herein.
II. SOME BASIC FEATUREs OF OBLIGATION
Obligation has much to do with the good and the right. Not so, perhaps, with positive obligation and customary obligation, but this article is not focused on them (it is not primarily concerned with obligations which the law or public opinion attribute to marriage). How obligation aims at or expresses the good or the right is the major question discussed in Part Three.
An obligation is not only a good, but also has to do with how a good involves itself with or attaches itself to the person. No obligation is implied for me by a good which is disconnected from me and has no bearing on my actions-the goods and evils of situations in other galaxies, perhaps. If I deny that I have any obligation in some respect I assert this sort of disconnection: I deny, not that there is anything at stake by way of good and bad, but that the situation is any of my concern. If I accept that I have an obligation I mean that not only is some end or course of conduct good but that its goodness bears in a special way on my life. The Latin root of "obligation" is obligatio, a binding up; so to have an obligation is to be tied.
Further: to have an obligation is to be tied tight, not loose; with rope, not with rubber. Obligation involves duty; it is not supererogatory; it involves requirement or strong demand, not just suggestion or recommendation. In marriage, sexual fidelity is an obligation; entertaining conversation and a good income are merely desiderata. In the political community, to avoid supporting the enemy in wartime is an obligation; to pay taxes is an obligation; to get well informed and send intelligent letters to the editor on political issues is an "extra." This fits in with the bifurcation which many ethical thinkers depict between a strict core of ethical requirements and a supererogatory penumbra.' Common sense and common usage of the term "obligation" support this understanding. We have an obligation to support our families; whereas sacrificial giving to the poor is not obligatory but is a good thing to do.
Another point is that obligation in its fullest form is social: it involves commitment to some specific person or group. There is some person or association "at the other end of the rope." The word usually has a transitive quality: "I have an obligation to my wife"; "I must not buy that boat because of my financial obligations to my children." ' Further, obligation often has the quality of perdurance: of persistence across time and circumstance. Obligation-anyway, of the kind discussed in this article-is not just a matter of one-off hits. Rather, it lasts and lasts, endures and perdures, in sickness and in health. And obligation may have a juristic character, taking the form of rules and principles and operating along the lines of general precepts. 6 Finally, obligation seems to have a strong "personalist" element. As with a rope, so with an obligation: it, so to speak, pulls on you, and it may damage you if you try to pull away. And it change you, much for the better, if you accept and fulfill it. To be obliged is a part of what it means to be a person. Obligation is a component of the human good.
You can find many of these elements in Odysseus' obligations. They involved important goods (marital friendship and civil order); they were goods for him-involving him in a special way; pursuing them was not optional or 5. The elements of obligation introduced in this and the succeeding two paragraphs go beyond the meaning assigned that term in much of the scholarly literature. See, e.g., Roderick M. Chisolm, "Supererogation and Offence: A Conceptual Scheme for Ethics," Ratio 5 (1963) 1, 3 (adopting a usage in which the supererogatory is "that which it is good, but not obligatory, to do."). Common usage as well often implies a broader meaning for the term obligatory than that here proposed.
6. An obligation binds "as by a law." G. E. M. Anscombe, "Modem Moral Philosophy," in Virtue Ethics, Roger Crisp and Michael Slote, eds. (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1997), 26,31.
supererogatory, but rather firmly his duty; and his ends were specified and directed to a particular person and political group: they were not duties "to serve the goods of marital friendship and civil order," but rather were to Penelope and to Ithaca. He could not have been fully himself if he had neglected them. Odysseus would not have been what he became had he languished in the arms of the goddess Calypso or if upon his return to Ithaca he had wimped out and left Penelope in the hands of the suitors. He would never have become the great historic Odysseus who emerges as the epic draws to its conclusion.
I. YOU CANNOT BOIL IT ALL DOWN TO PROMISE AND CONTRACT
Some writers indicate that obligation is entirely a matter of promise or contract.' Many writers have said that about political obligation; Chicago School legal scholars say that about fiduciary obligation; 8 and many modem authorities have taken the same approach to marriage. 9 7. Some theorists ("voluntarists") There is more than a grain of truth in all of this because obligations are often initiated by promise, obligation-bearing affiliations are often formed by mutual consent, and marriages commence with an impressive exchange of vows. Someone might therefore be tempted to say "well there you are: the good of obligation and of marital obligation is that it keeps a promise and honors a contract." But really this cannot be the entire story; certainly not in any narrow "commercial agreements" understanding of the term "contract." Many marital obligations are not even mentioned in the wedding vows-for example, the groom does not usually swear to live with his spouse in the same dwelling or to support her materially or to help with the babies. Many obligations have an open-ended character unfamiliar to the world of business agreements. Many go unspoken and many do not emerge until later in the course of the relationship. Even those that are specified at the outset seem to have a deeper, subpromissory basis. No one would think he had an excuse for adultery if he could reread his wedding vows in some future year and discover that they had omitted the part about "forsaking all others."'" Such attributes have led several scholars to propose broader affiliative words than "contract." Professor Sanford Katz uses the term "partnership":
"[M]arriage *** is a contract *** It is also a partnership in that it is a fiduciary relationship of two individuals who love each other, and who share in and expect to reach mutual aspirations. Marital partners lead their lives with the hope that their conjugal and financial partnership will last. To that end each makes his or her contribution.... But the modem marriage partnership deviates from the commercial partnership in that... one of the partners may have to make certain sacrifices, such as abandoning a career entirely .... II Professor Margaret Brinig uses the term "covenant." 2 Press, 1991), 43 ("marriage" is "the term for a written, oral, or customary long-term contract between a man and a woman to produce children, food, and other commodities in a common household."). See John Witte, Jr., From Sacrament to Contract: Marriage, Religion and Law in the Western Tradition (Louisville: Westminster John Knox Press, 1997), 194-215, and authorities cited.
10. As a thought experiment, imagine a couple whose wedding was the illusionary trick of some Genie. If this couple lives and thinks successfully as though man and wife for many years, only now to discover the illusory nature of their vows, have they significant ties to one another? You may with good reason deny that they are fully married, but if you think they have some such ties, then you believe that contract and promise are not the entire story.
11. Sanford N. value of solidarity is in crisis, perhaps mainly because there is a crisis in the only experience which could guarantee its objective and universal value: that communion between persons and peoples which the believing conscience traces back to the fact that we are all children of the one Father, the God who 'is love'....").
him) 5 and his capacity to be-as Aristotle also called him-a partnershipforming creature and a "household-maintaining animal."' 6 Further, the twentieth century brought a crisis of obligation. A deterioration of the sense of being obliged to one another, or under duties to one another, or bound together by special ties. A dimming in the appreciation of the good of duty. A wave of impatience with and even hostility towards this aspect of life, as though the human person were some solitary deity who ought not to be tied up in any way. A distortion of our understanding of and respect for obligation: political obligation, contractual obligation 7 and the obligations between friends, 8 as well as marital obligation and the obligations 
").
18. A sad depiction of the impoverished condition of friendship among students is presented in Allan Bloom, The Closing of the American Mind (New York: Simon and Schuster, 1987), 82-140 (e.g. at 109: "The young want to make commitments.... This is what they talk about, but they are haunted by the awareness that the talk does not mean very much and that commitments are lighter than air.").
within families. It was as though something in man had changed-as though man were experiencing an altered state anthropologically as well as ethically-so that he had ceased to understand himself as an obligationbearing, "bonded" creature.
The Homeric exemplar is not Odysseus of course: rather, it is Achilles. Achilles became wildly destabilized as a result of his feud with his commander Agamemnon. "As his racing spirit veered back and forth" he set out to kill Agamemnon, 9 but instead, restrained by the goddesses Hera and Athena, cut himself off from the Greek army. Though the son of a god, he fell for days into a frenzy like that of a beast. He ceased to display human traits. He ceased to eat. He said: "I have no taste for food-what I really crave is slaughter and blood and the choking groans of men!" ' 2 He is compared to an "inhuman fire raging on through the mountain gorges," a "huge fireball... chaos of fire,"" and to a dolphin, 22 an eagle, 23 and "some lion, going his own barbaric way." 24 He is also described as "godlike" 25 and compared to a "frenzied god., makes Achilles the type of the infantry fighter who, traumatized by combat and a sense of betrayal, suffered a loss of "responsiveness to the claims of any bonds, ideals or loyalties outside tiny circle of immediate comrades ' 28 and, in extreme cases (the "berserkers"), fell into a constant, murderous rage.
Achilles is the extreme case of the disaffiliated nan, 2 9 and he resembles the isolated individual characterized by Homer: "Lost to the clan, lost to the hearth, lost to the old ways, that one who lusts for all the horrors of war with 33 Achilles is the extreme case of the obligation-less, obligation-ignoring man. "Don't talk to me of pacts," he says to Hector. "There are no binding oaths between men and lions-wolves and lambs enjoy no meeting of the minds." ' Somewhat similar post-traumatic stress symptoms are reported in survivors of war and the Holocaust by Dr. Judith Herman in her book Trauma and Recovery. 35 She reports that "[t]raumatic events ... shatter the sense of connection between individual and community, creating a crisis of faith" 36 and that victims are less likely to marry, more likely to experience marital problems if they do, and more likely to divorce. 37 The Western persona generally can be diagnosed as having the a version of the Achilles Syndrome: as suffering post-traumatic stress disorder caused by war, fascism, communism, and the collapse of the ancien regime. A kind of allergy to the obligatory has set in, rather as a wounded or infected arm ceases to tolerate the touch of the rope. Modern men, or some of us, have become affilitionally destabilized, inconstant, "liga-phobic." What are the basic mechanisms by which trauma diminishes the capacity for obligation? Several possibilities suggest themselves. First, trauma may produce fearfulness and a diminution of trust: trauma produces risk-aversion whereas obligation often involves risk. Second, trauma may diminish the victim's awareness of other people, even his intimate friends. A third possibility-the most fundamental and directly ethical-is that trauma alters the victim's beliefs in and ability to comprehend the good of others. It seems that obligation might be good in either of two basic ways: one obvious, the other little noticed and likely to be disbelieved-in. First, obligation can apply for another good. Second, obligation might under some circumstances itself be a good independent of its usefulness.
Obligation can be-sometimes is-a good instrumentally only: you must be at work on time to earn money to buy groceries. A good is instrumental to some other end when we "choose it for the sake of something else." 3 Something which is good in only this limited way is dispensable. If your job is of instrumental good only (that may not be true for the artist or for the person who works for Mother Teresa's sisters, but it is true for most employees), then you will quit if you inherit wealth. An instrumental project is malleable according to what conduces to the achievement of final good, and is not loveable for its own sake, nor ever likely to be the subject of intense devotion or of fine poetry and music.
The second possibility is that obligation might sometimes be a good noninstrumentally; "finally"; something "which we desire for its own sake." 3 9 We can suspect that a good is noninstrumental when we would not readily 38. This paraphrases the portion of the Nicomachean Ethics quoted in the next footnote. 39. Thus, in a famous passage (not addressed to obligation), the Nicomachean Ethics states (at 1094a 18-22):
If, then, there is some end of the things we do, which we desire for its own sake (everything else being desired for the sake of this), and if we do not choose everything for the sake of something else (for at that rate the process would go on to infinity, so that our desire would be empty and vain), clearly this must be the good and the chief good. Literally, what is of intrinsic value is what is of value in itself, rather than of value instrumentally. If something is valued simply as a means to a further state of affairs beyond itself, it is being regarded as of instrumental value only. But not everything which is of value ... can be so only instrumentally. Some things are of value in themselves and for no reason beyond themselves .... And whenever this is so the state of affairs in question will supply a reason for action which is independent of other desirable end-states or values, and which derives from nothing but itself. Thus intrinsically valuable states of affairs will be ones which there are nonderivative reasons for fostering, desiring or cherishing. Vol. 47 forfeit or truncate it as circumstances varied; when it seems to "mean a lot" to the people who seek and possess it-when they love it for its own sake; and when it appears as the subject of devotion, ceremony, poetry, and art. We can suspect that a good is more than instrumental when people continue to pursue and make much of it even after the disappearance of whatever consequences might seem to have justified it on instrumental grounds. We can suspect that a good is "final" when people who have forfeited it make much of their loss (and not just of the ensuing deprivations).
Marital obligation displays characteristics which imply that it is more than instrumentally good. It often persists beyond the loss of its utility, as in the instance of sexual loyalty even when "what she doesn't know won't hurt her" and when, owing to old age, philandering Would carry no risk of illegitimate offspring. (It may even persist when the spouse has died, as in those cultures which have commended the widow who remains celibate.)' Couples make much of obligation, craft it, further develop it, and sense it to be central to the relationship.
Obligation, and especially marital obligation, is celebrated in poetry and song, from the Psalms and the Odyssey to Fidelio and Guys and Dolls. Its violation in divorce can inflict trauma lasting years and far exceeding the instrumental damage. The words of the oath: "For richer for poorer; in sickness and in health; forsaking all others; 'til death do us part... '-the drumbeat, the great chamade of the marriage rite-amount to no less than a formal renunciation of instrumentalist thought.
I. SOME CouNTERPosmoNS: REPUDIATING OBLIGATION; MAKING IT

INSTRUMENTAL TO UTILITARIAN GOODS
A. Rejecting Obligation: Romanticism and Other Antinomian Approaches -The literature and biography of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries is littered with narratives of romantic relationships in which the man and woman freed themselves, as they thought, from the bonds of convention, attached themselves to one another, as they hoped, by forces of a more vehement character, and descended to a relational condition, as they discovered in the course of its demise, characterized by misery and shame.
A fearsome example is afforded by the life of Harvard University's pioneer in nonbehavioral psychology, Professor Henry A. Murray, and his lover, 40 . See Susan Treggiare, Roman Marriage: Iusti Coniugesfrom the Time of Cicero to the Time of Ulpian (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1991), 233-34 and 501-502 (for a widow to remarry was socially acceptable and even sometimes encouraged, but for her to refrain from remarriage was commended in literature and carried the right, not held by those who remarried, to sacrifice to the goddess Pudicitia).
Christiana Morgan. Their relationship extended for more than forty years (1925 to 1967) and exhibited all the basic characteristics: the repudiation of conventional morality ("the Church" and its "damn rules"), 4 ' the adoption of an alternative ethic ("erotic adoration is the most natural religion" 4 2 -their relationship will "transform the world" 4 3 -"[t]he whole spiritual course of man will pivot on you""), and its unpleasant demise. (After the death of his wife in 1962, Henry refused to marry Christiana and she took to drink and drowned herself.) 45 Someone should write an entire slim volume about the effects of various psychological movements on marital relationships during the course of these past centuries.
Professor Gilbert Meilaender gives another example: Lady Caroline continued to pursue Byron's attention and affection after the affair had ended. Indeed, explaining why he no longer was attracted to her as he had been, Byron went so far as to write to her (in November 1812) that 'our affections are not in our own power'-which is true enough, of course, and is precisely the reason that the marital vow exists to bind us even as our affections come and go....
To what point have we come-how greatly have we failed-when a Christian bride thinks it appropriate to express her love for her husband in these terms? They come not from the Church's tradition or sacred books, nor even from the wisdom of acknowledged Christian thinkers. Yet they appealed to an uninstructed mind, who perhaps thought of the marriage rite not as the Church's but as her own. If the day comes that devotion in such a marriage flags, or if love-as is its wont-is urgently drawn towards a new beloved, it is unlikely that the Church will be in a position to say much. If it is 'our' marriage, founded on our own fleeting emotions and attachments, we will do with it pretty much as we please.' So: a Romantic understanding of marriage, which, while purporting to emphasize its depth and strength, removes it from its basis in ethics, morality, and moral theology and ultimately destabilizes the relationship and weakens its bonds.
B
. An Approach Which Doubts the Value of Obligation in Close Affiliations-Daniel DeNicola has written:
Acts of love, friendship, fellow-feeling, affection, and a sense of community, are beyond our basic moral duties. To carry them out dutifully is to treat the people involved impersonally, as 'other persons' in the abstract. Acts done from duty reveal only that we are dutiful and moral in a narrow house-rules sense. There are other worthy virtues, of course, and these can be evinced in action that is gratuitous.
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A major purpose of this article is to dispute this thesis and to show that obligation is a part of close affiliation and has a personalist character.
C. Utilitarian Instrumentalism-Action can be justified, from a utilitarian point of view, only on the basis that it maximizes pleasure or the satisfaction of preferences. 48. Pleasure-based utilitarianism "holds that actions are right in proportion as they tend to promote happiness; wrong as they tend to produce the reverse of happiness. By happiness is intended pleasure, and the absence of pain; by unhappiness, pain, and the privation of that term is used here. Utilitarians are consequentialists and so look primarily to the future rather than to the bonds of the past, and they make their decisions act-by-act, relegating precepts, principles, and other generalities to the status of rules of thumb, always subject to being set aside when circumstances dictate. 49 Further, utilitarianism provides little basis for gradations of norms and so makes little room for the differentiation between the mandatory and the supererogatory. 5 " And utilitarians tend to have a primitive and mechanistic understanding of human nature and a similarly primitive view of human relations which would preclude their crediting the character-based foundations for obligation discussed in this article below.
Marriage should be conducted, according to utilitarianism, only as aproject for the maximization of pleasure or the satisfaction of preferences. 51 Classic utilitarianism implies that marital obligations-the obligation of sexual fidelity; the obligation to return home from the Trojan War; the obligation to punish the suitors and restore peace to Ithaca-apply only when, if, and insofar as they indicate the course of action which best maximizes pleasure or preferences. More pleasure and less pain somewhere else indicate abandoning those projects. Thus, classic utilitarianism mandates marital instability -less so than Byronic romanticism, but still, to a marked degree. Fidelity-sticking to one person, sticking to one line of approach towards one person and one's life with her--do find some foothold on the utilitarian foundation on grounds of expertise and reliance. Because you know her well, you can be more efficiently benevolent towards your spouse than towards someone new; because she knows she can count on you, she can efficiently rely on your help. These factors introduce some ballast into utilitarian affiliations but only to a limited extent. They do not seem to cut much ice for Odysseus and Penelope, after all those years of separation. Had Odysseus been a utilitarian, he would not have acted as he did. He would have included the pains and pleasures of the suitors in the balance and counted them as reasons against returning to Ithaca. The suitors were having a fine time, feasting and dreaming about going to bed with Penelope; so their feelings would have to be registered with quite a lot of weight, especially since there were so many of them: young guys with strong, intense passions, who were not likely to enjoy being shot through with arrows.
You should set aside loyalty to a spouse when the aggregate of pleasure or preference-satisfaction in the world is best maximized by some other affiliational modality. Pushed along to its natural conclusions, utilitarianism is inconsistent with obligation in the fullest sense, and a bunch of people who stick to utilitarianism for guidance become, not wild animals, but a semisocialized herd, among whom affiliation perdures only in a shallow way.
The instability of the utilitarian life derives largely from the inconstancy of pleasures and preferences. Someone who makes pleasures the center of his thinking will find himself blowing in the wind of adventitious circumstances and the ebb and flow of appetites and impulses, often ones in conflict with one another. 53 His will and reason-his character generally-will fall under the sway of his passions.
These inconstancy-producing attributes undermine the credibility of utilitarian ethics. In some groups, in friendship, and in marriage, inconstancy is generally apprehended to be a bad not a good thing: a successful marriage is one which endures, not one which is efficiently wound up in a timely fashion when circumstances change. In the individual life and the individual character, similarly, we apprehend that the good for a person surely must involve consistency and coherence. As Aristotle wrote, "no one would choose to live with the mind of a child throughout his life, however much he were pleased at the things that children are pleased at .... "4 The good for enduring commitment resting on binding obligations." Ibid., 102.
53. As Aristotle says of "most men": "their pleasures are in conflict with one another." Nicomachean Ethics 1099a 12.
54. Ibid. 1174a 1-3 (but departing from the translation in Barnes, supra). The sentence continues: "nor to get enjoyment by doing some most disgraceful deed, though he were never man involves steadiness, gravitas, and a constancy of life unfathomable to a child.
Ill. AN What, then, about an account which rests on some final goods other than pleasure? A great turn in ethical theory over the last few decades, prefigured by Philippa Foot and led by Professors John Finnis and Germain Grisez, proposes a set of goods worthy to be pursued in themselves, even when they may not be instrumental to other benefits. The goods of knowledge and benevolence are likely instances and this section considers them alone (not in this respect purporting to replicate the Finnis and Grisez view, which is far richer). One seeks wisdom and knowledge; seeks things to know; thinks and rethinks about what one knows and deepens one's understanding, aspiring for more occasions to do these things, not for the instrumentalist reasons that one might seek a bus to the library or the grocery store, but because such activities-and the possession of the traits which make them possible-are what it is to flourish as a human being.
Affiliations instantiate the final goods of knowledge and benevolence. Aristotle describes friendship this way: 55 it involves "mutual recogni[tion] as bearing goodwill and wishing well to each other 56 and involves "sharing in discussion and thought." 57 Common sense supports this conclusion. You cannot be friends unless you know one another and the more your friendship develops the deeper grows the understanding. You surely are not friendly towards one another unless you aim at one anothers' good; helping one to feel any pain in consequence. And there are many things we should be keen about even if they brought no pleasure, e.g. seeing, remembering, knowing, possessing the excellences. 56. Nicomachean Ethics 1 156a 3-5. And friends know one anothers' feelings: "[flor many people have goodwill to those whom they have not seen but judge to be good or useful... but how could one call them friends when they do not know their mutual feelings?" Ibid., 1 156a 1-3. See ibid. 1167a 23-24. And friends, anyway full friends, know one anothers' choices and think and know together as a part of choosing together. Full friendship involves "reciprocal choice of the good and pleasant" (Eudemian Ethics 1237a 31-32) and in order to choose together ("reciprocally") they must, it seems, think and know together since "[c]hoice arises out of deliberate opinion." Ibid. 1226a 8-9. Thus, as part of choosing, reciprocal reasoning and judging.
57. Nicomachean Ethics 1170b 11-12.
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another in the projects of life is close to the heart of what it means to be a friend.
Marriage is a kind of friendship, and it involves knowledge and benevolence in special ways. Marriage is, you might say, a "field" for knowledge. That might sound a little dry. Marriage is not a study group, after all. But Pope John Paul II shows how interesting it really can be when he tells the story of Teresa and Andrew in his play The Jeweler's Shop 5 ' and shows how knowledge is involved in marriage in a distinctive way. Teresa and Andrew, a young couple recently engaged, encounter one another as though by chance in a city street. Andrew says: "I met Teresa when she had just paused in front of a large window... I stopped by her quietly and unexpectedlyand suddenly we were together on both sides of the big transparent sheet filled with glowing light. And we saw our reflections together, because behind the widow display is a great, immense mirror "... [T] he window has turned into a mirror of our future; it reflects its shape." "I already saw, as in a mirror, myself, in a white wedding dress, kneeling with Andrew...." (Later Andrew says that the mirror was "not an ordinary flat mirror but a lens absorbing its object. We were not only reflected but absorbed." 6 1 ). The mirror-a recurrent image in Wojtylan writings 62 -is a metaphor for consciousness, which is an aspect of knowledge. A wide mirror displays not only the observer but also the scene around her and the objects behind the place where she stands, 63 and a Woj tylan mirror not only receives and reflects: it retains and records.' 4 Teresa observes: "The window absorbed my person at various moments and in different situations .... I am also convinced that our reflection in that mirror has remained forever, and cannot be extracted or removed. A little while later we concluded that we had been present in the mirror from the beginning .... repository and reflector of what has been encountered or comprehended, 66 and the medium upon which those things which we experience or understand are preserved, "penetrated," "illuminated, 67 and reflected back to the inner self.
K. Wojtyla, The Jeweler's Shop in The Collected Plays and Writings on Theater
6
Consciousness is, Wojtyla says at one point, "understanding." ' 69 Andrew and Teresa grow in awareness, each of how the other experiences the world, each coming to see things from the other's perspective; each coming to see how the other is conscious of herself. 7 ' Another special feature of knowledge within friendship is the attribute of "doubling." Andrew can be conscious of how Teresa's consciousness of himself is structured. Andrew can become conscious of himself in the way that she is conscious of him. Because he knows her well, he can see how he looks to her. As Aristotle states: "[t1o perceive a friend must be in a way to perceive one's self and to know a friend to know one's self."'" These help It all begins modestly, with the barest of senses of our living being related to some simple thing inside or outside the boundary of our bodies. Then the intensity of the light increases and as it gets brighter, more of the universe is illuminated.... Under the growing light of consciousness, more gets to be known each day, more finely, and at the same time. Self-perception through the mirror of friendship has a unique character, since it is "from the outside." When you act directly, you focus on the object of your action-your goal and the things that lead to it. When your friend acts, you can also focus on him, the actor. You always see other people that way; and when you see a friend that way you are enabled (since a friend is "another self') to take the important step of seeing yourself that way as well. See Price, Love and Friendship in Plato and Aristotle, 121-22:
[Iln perception we become transparent to what we are perceiving, so that perceiving it and perceiving ourselves are the same mental act (something like seeing outside and seeing through a window).... [But if] I see a friend looking into my eyes, his looking is to me not transparent (as it is to him) but opaque, so that I see him looking into my eyes without thereby seeing them myself.... It is from him that I can learn most easily to distinguish the perceiver from the perceived; I then generalize to my own case.... explain and support the numerous findings in recent studies emphasizing the importance of good communication and self-revelation within marriage. 7 2 The other basic element of affiliation-benevolence-also finds a special field within marriage. Marriage is a long-term project of wishing well to the other and doing well for the other. And it seems that marriage and other friendships can "double" benevolence in much the way they double knowledge. Helping Andrew is also a good for Teresa; helping Teresa is a good for Andrew. Helping Teresa by making himself available for her to help him is a good for Andrew and a good for her. Allowing himself to be seen and understood by her in all his vulnerability is a way of helping her to achieve the good of helping him.
But what about obligation? Unless somehow supplemented, the theory can generate only this answer: obligation in marriage is a means to knowledge and benevolence. How could it be otherwise? The theory specifies for only two final goods of marriage and cannot fit obligation in except as their instrument.
And indeed obligations are often instrumental in just that way. Honoring commitments promotes reliance and so facilitates beneficence; learning to know someone well takes a long time and a lot of patience. Thus "Ted," in Habits of the Heart: When he is asked why one should not go from one relationship to another if one is tired of one's spouse or finds someone else more exciting, he begins... with a statement of his preferences, but moves rapidly to a discussion of the virtues of sharing: "It [shifting relationships] is just not something that interests me. I have seen us get from a good relationship in terms of sharing with each other and so on to one that's much, much deeper. . . ." This "deeper" sharing in turn suggests the value of a shared life, a sense of historical continuity, a community of memory. Ted continues, "You can't develop a deeper relationship over a brief period of time, and also I think it is probably harder to develop with somebody new at this stage in your life. Your having grown through the
[The] analogue with choice and action shared with a friend of similar character yields a richer self-awareness: in my own person, my projects are (to extend the metaphor) transparent on to their objects, so that my focus is upon the objects, not my pursuit of them; but joining in those projects with a friend I become conscious of his pursuing them, and so conscious in a new way of pursuing them myself (for we are pursuing them together). I thus become explicitly aware of myself not just abstractly as an agent, but as an agent with a certain character, thereby achieving not a bare self-consciousness but a real self-knowledge. Vol. 47 twenties with someone is good. Having first children and doing all those things, you could never do it again with somebody else." He concludes by moving from the notion that life is more enjoyable when shared with one person to the idea that only a shared history makes life meaningful. "I get satisfaction in growth with Debby in proceeding through all these stages of life together.... It makes life meaningful and gives me the opportunity to share with somebody, have an anchor, if you will, and understand where I am. That, for me, is a real relationship." 3 As Ted's comments imply, obligation is instrumental to the "doubling" of knowledge: it is the basis for developing shared experiences, and for establishing a condition of reciprocal mirroring and the reflection of long passages of one anothers' lives.
Where does all of this take us as regards fidelity: sticking to one person, sticking to one line of approach towards one person and one's life with her? Fidelity, permanence, exclusivity, and related conditions do find a much firmer foothold on the foundation of benevolence and knowledge than they can plant on utilitarian grounds. There is an "economy of benevolence," as Dean John Garvey calls it, which precludes spreading oneself too thin; 74 and there is, similarly, an "economy of sharing of discussion and thought." Some of Ted's comments imply this, as does Aristotle when he states in the Ethics that "for friends... there is a fixed number-perhaps the largest number with whom one can live together... one cannot live with many people and divide oneself up among them. ."
These considerations take us some distance but not all the way. Benevolence and knowledge may sometimes be amplified by breaking commitment-by shifting over to another partner-when one's spouse is boring and insensitive and when another partner stands in greater need of one's benevolent attentions. 75. Nicomachean Ethics 1171a 1-9. The passage continues: "Further, they too must be friends of one another, if they are all to spend their days together; and it is a hard business for this condition to be fulfilled with a large number. It is found difficult, too, to rejoice and to grieve in an intimate way with many people, for it may likely happen that one has at once to be merry with one friend and to mourn with another." conclusion. They often use the term empedos, which means "steadfast"-literally, "rooted in the earth": firmly standing, fixed, safe, secure, and certain." This virtue is a key to the character of Odysseus. On his visit to the underworld, he remains empedos awaiting the opportunity to speak with his mother and with the fallen warriors of earlier days." As his ship passes the island of the Sirens, he has himself bound empedos to the mast. 78 Stringing his great bow as his battle with the suitors approaches, he rejoices to find his strength still empedon. 79 Slammed on the back with a footstool he withstands the attack, as firm-empedon-as a rock.' 0 (Paris, by way of contrast, lacks this quality: Paris, the seducer of Helen, the pleasure-seeker and romantic, is characterized by Helen herself at one point as lacking empedos of mind.) 8 Steadfastness, in Homer, is central to the human character. It distinguishes mankind here on earth from the beasts, the gods, and the dead. 82 Beasts cannot fully achieve it since, after all, it is a quality of mind. Gods, the poets may have felt, did not need to achieve it since in the Homeric world the major function of the empodos attribute was to buttress mortals against fear of death and to steady those who grieved for fallen friends. ignorance.8' Looking deeper, we find that fully good deeds are only those which are performed "as a result of choice and for the sake of the actions themselves. " 8 5 Choice involves balanced and mature assessment. Choice involves "consideration and deliberation ... [and] arises out of deliberate opinion."" Choice, consideration, and deliberation can only arise from a steady character:
IV. A NONINSTRUMENTAL ACCOUNT OF MARITAL
[T]he case of the arts and that of the excellences are not similar; for the products of the arts have their goodness in themselves, so that it is enough that they should have a certain character, but if the acts that are in accordance with the excellences have themselves a certain character it does not follow that they are done justly or temperately. The agent must also be in a certain condition when he does them; in the first place he must have knowledge, secondly he must choose the acts, and choose them for their own sakes, and thirdly his action must proceed from a firm and unchangeable character.'
Here, then, is one component of the major thesis of this article: firmness, stability, and steadiness of character are a major part of the good for man; and again not only because of their obvious instrumental value but also because to be unstable and unsteady is to be less than a fully developed person. Only the steady, firm person, steadily reflecting and firmly choosing, "is at one mind with himself' when he acts and so to speak puts his entire self behind each action. 8 Only the steady man acts "with an eye to [his] life in its entirety 89 and so embeds his action in a "complete life." ' Only the steady man with a consistency of mind and purpose across the years can fully display and instantiate his virtuous character in all its temporal fullness. 9 ' A man will lack these qualities if he makes pleasure his sole aim. Inevitably, since the currents of pleasurable opportunity flow, now this direction, now that. But so also may even a man lack this quality who on some occasions pursues justice or learning. He is not fully virtuous unless he 84. Ibid., 1144a 14-16. 85. Ibid., 1144a 19-20. 86. Eudemian Ethics 1226b 8-9. 87. Nicomachean Ethics 1105a-26 through 1105b-1 (emphasis added). 88. Not so the wicked, who are "at variance with themselves" (Nicomachean Ethics 1 166b 6-7) and "rent by faction" (ibid. 1 166b 19). For a discussion of the unity of the self in Aristotle, is also fully self-governing, possessed of solidity of character, and thus stable in his consideration and deliberation. And similarly the person who pursues benevolence, but only episodically and without sustained insight or selfgovernance, "practicing random acts of kindness" as the bumper sticker suggests. Children, for example, and young teenagers often experience strong and pure beneficent impulses. But who would become a child again-still less an early adolescent-in order to exercise the beneficence of the young? In this uncertain and fluctuating world, pursuit of the good will produce a degree of instability of commitment except for the man who recognizes that stability of commitment is itself a part of final good.
Obligation is noninstrumenally good as an instantiation of the good of steadfastness and stability. To recognize obligation and to fulfill it even under adverse conditions is to be steadfast: to manifest steadfastness, to exercise it, and to strengthen it. To recognize obligation, to embrace it, and to develop it, and as part of this line of development to identify and develop rules of conduct for life and to act on principle: to embrace what might be called the "juristic attitude."
In the Summa Theologica, Thomas Aquinas makes this point, or something like it, in his discussion of vows. Why take a vow? What good may there be in taking a vow and carrying it out, over and above the good of the action you promise to take? Would it not be just as meritorious to do the good thing without the vow? No: the vow adds something important. Vowing "strengthens the will. ' 92 [A] vow fixes the will on the good immovably and to do anything of a will that is fixed on the good belongs to the perfection of virtue according to the Philosopher.. .. "
Of course, vows are a special, limited case of obligatory circumstances (Thomas uses the term to mean promises to God). But Thomas may imply a similar point about promises generally.' And surely the same could be said about all obligations, whether or not initiated by vowing or promising. To shoulder long-term projects, to undertake lasting responsibilities, to develop rules and principles for life and to stick to them 9 g-these courses of conduct also involve fixing and strengthening the will. Steadfastness and fidelity are the more radically committed when the commitment is to a person rather than a journey, for example, or a craft, because only there-at the other end of the rope -is a human life, in all its variability and complexity. Steadfastness and fidelity are the more personalist when a person is at the other end of the rope: you can commit more of yourself-your "heart."
Steadfastness and fidelity are "doubled" within a close affiliation: the ropes run both ways. The doubling of knowledge and benevolence within close affiliations has been discussed above: 98 The special features of affiliational knowledge reinforce obligation. I can know my own steadfastness better as I see it reflected in the mirror of her consciousness; and knowing it better, I can develop it further and apply it more effectively. Something similar applies with respect to the special features of affiliational benevolence: he confers more good when the giver donates, so to speak, not only the gift but the giver himself. Thomas says this about the good of vowing: "he gives more who gives the tree with its fruit, than he that gives the fruit only." 1 " The same can be said, more generally, about the good of shouldering obligation. Someone gives more to his wife who gives not only his services but also his commitment to serve: not only support but also commitment to support. Marriage is a drama of mutual reinforcement of obligation.
C. What Obligations?-If the thesis of this article is correct, it make sense for a couple to emphasize obligations with certain characteristics: ones well integrated into the other purposes of married life: mutually known, and mutually beneficient. Here are two types:
Romantic and sexual fidelity-This obligation-in its strongest form, a lifetime commitment to "forsaking all others"-is eminently eligible to be embraced as part of noninstrumental good, as it persists across time, it is "personal," it reflects benevolence (depth of love, unwillingness to hurt), it is difficult, and indeed it involves an arduous conquest of the wildest and most unsteady part of the psyche, Eros. Scholarship, song, and story throughout history celebrate the taming by marriage of the unruly male spirit. Thus Durkheim:
By forcing a man to attach himself forever to the same woman, marriage assigns a strictly definite object to the need for love, and closes the horizon. This determination is what forms the state of moral equilibrium from which the 100. Summa Theologica I-Il question 88, article 6, corpus. Thomas is speaking here not of giving to man but to God: "he that vows something and does it, subjects himself to God more than he that only does it; for he subjects himself to God not only as to the act, but also as to the power....
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discipline to which he is subjected makes it his duty to find his happiness in lot, and by so doing supplies him with the means.' 0 '
More than just a good idea, marital fidelity is necessary to the final good of firmness. Without it, whatever other projects the couple undertake together will be unsteadily committed.
Household chores-Chores, of course, are not essential. Rich couples may avoid them entirely. Some couples might undertake them for instrumental reasons only. Many husbands and wives, however, may find that cooperating in the practical tasks of keeping a household running is part of the warp and woof of their relationship. Household chores are eligible-like marital fidelity but not so pronouncedly-to instantiate the noninstrumental good of obligation. Getting the place spiffy for her return from her business trips, cooking dinner for him even when you are tired, are also recurrent across time, personal, beneficent, and conducive to self-discipline.
D. Noninstrumentalism in Practice?
-If the thesis of this article extends beyond theory into belief and practice, we should be able to detect respect for marital obligation to a greater extent than would be predicted by the instrumentalist, and to detect distributions of obligations according to different patterns than he might foresee. Further, we should observe a correlation between obligation and happiness and between obligation and firmness of character. There is some evidence to support these predictions:
Fidelity-Classic utilitarianism seems to justify and predict adultery-and even to recommend it-when you won't be detected and won't beget a child (and sometimes even when you may); other forms of instrumentalism do not seem to rule it out either. But public opinion does not concur: studies show that large majorities disapprove of extramarital sex and that large majorities of spouses have avoided committing it even once. 0 2 Classic utilitarianism and other forms of instrumentalism seem to justify and predict divorce when the result for both parties will be an affiliational deal sufficiently improved to cover the transaction cost. Professor Gary Becker's leading treatise predicts divorce when each spouse's predicted 102. See Nock, Marriage in Men's Lives, 22-23 (77% say that extramarital sex is "always wrong" and "among those whose marriages are intact, 15% of men and 5% of women admit to having had an extramarital relationship. When those whose marriages are no longer intact are included, these percentages rise only slightly, to 25% for men and 10% for women."); Anthony Peter Thompson, "Emotional and Sexual Components of Extramarital Relations," Journal of Marriage and the Family )(February, 1984) 35 (about 43% report ever, even once, having had a relationship outside marriage which included either sex or love). "commodity wealth" will rise.' 0 3 But although the divorce rate, notoriously, rocketed upwards during the 1960s and 1970s,"° it still stands at a level far lower than what such analyses would predict. That fifty percent last a lifetime could not be predicted of truly instrumental affiliations such as those between commercial transactors or even social friends. Studies ranking the causes of divorce report high ranks for personality factors and components of bad personal relations; low rank for economic concerns; and no signficant rankings for "better deals elsewhere" of either an economic or a social nature.
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Chores-Instrumentalism predicts a pattern of allocating household duties which maximizes output, and this implies a lot of flexibility as changes occur in skill and marketability, in-home compared to outside-the-home (and it predicts that the spouse who can earn less will do more chores). But Sarah Berk's book The Gender Factory finds that task allocation tends to be stable not flexible, and studies indicate that the man may not increase his load when he begins to work less at ajob or his wife more. 6 Gender roles help explain this, but so does the noninstrumental good of stable obligations discussed in this article. The man who keeps on doing the yardwork and repairs even when he is under major pressure from a second job may be implicitly saying, not simply "I am a real man" but, more basically, "I am your man and sticking by these tasks shows that nothing in my work situation can change that." The woman who continues to cook for her husband when he has been laid off-rather than saying to him, "you're unemployed, you do the cooking"-may be emphasizing her fidelity at a juncture where it counts for a lot.
A Harvest of Happiness and Steadiness of Character? Instrumentalism might predict that married couples would be less happy than cohabiting couples, since married couples have shut themselves out of the marketplace whereas cohabitors can look forward to trading up. Studies show that married couples are happier and healthier. 7 This makes sense to the noninstrumentalist, who understand that obligation is a part of well-being and that life without it is impoverished and deprived. Instrumentalism might predict that married people would be worse employees because of their heavy duties at home. But studies show that married men are better workers;1 0 8 a conclusion which may be explained by their steadier characters.
If this article is correct, we can use it as a basis for understanding the concluding episode of Professor June Carbone's recent book From Partners to Parents:
Shortly after the birth of my first child, a friend.., asked me if I felt more "mature." With the stress of childbirth and sleepless nights still fresh in my mind, I answered an emphatic "no." Three years later, during a walk in the park with what had by then become two children, I understood what she meant. A large dog approached us and began to bark. I have always been terrified of dogs, but this time I quickly gathered the one-year-old into my arms, held my threeyear-old close to me, and confronted the intruder. The amazing thing to me was that I felt almost no fear. I no longer had the luxury: I was a parent." Parenthood, like marriage, is obligatory; and obligation involves steadiness and courage. Odysseus would have done no less.
